Introduction
The nonprofit sector plays an indispensable role in a nation's economic and social affairs. In the political arena, nonprofit organizations engage in public debates, promote positions on policy issues, and offer policy solutions to social problems. Recent research has indicated an emergent scholarly interest in policy advocacy by nonprofits (e.g., Andrews & Edwards, 2004; Bass, Arons, Guinane, & Carter, 2007; Berry, 2003; Garrow & Hasenfeld, 2014; Grønbjerg & Prakash, 2017; Guo & Saxton, 2014; Mosley, 2011; Pekkanen, Smith, & Tsujinaka, 2014) . 1 A first research question this large body of literature often examines is what factors shape nonprofit engagement in policy advocacy, because the answers to the question potentially lay the foundation for later explorations of advocacy behaviors and impact (Pekkanen & Smith, 2014a) . Drawing on a diverse set of theoretical and empirical approaches, previous research has identified a wide range of organizational and contextual factors that shape nonprofit advocacy engagement decisions, including leadership characteristics, organizational properties, funding dependence, and environmental pressures (e.g., Chaves, Stephens, & Galaskiewicz, 2004; Child & Grønbjerg, 2007; Fyall & Allard, 2017; LeRoux, 2007; Mosley, 2010a; Nicholson-Crotty, 2009; Pekkanen & Smith, 2014b; Suárez & Hwang, 2008) . Our understanding of the antecedents of nonprofit advocacy engagement has thus been greatly advanced from different perspectives.
However, despite significant advancement, the existing empirical evidence remains
inconclusive as to what factors shape nonprofit advocacy engagement decisions and to what extent (see Almog-Bar & Schmid, 2014 , Neumayr, Schneider, & Meyer, 2015 , for reviews of the discrepancies in recent nonprofit advocacy literature). Indeed, a nonprofit's decision on policy advocacy is driven by factors at different levels of analysis and scholars differ in their focus on these factors and research designs. The literature on nonprofit advocacy engagement thus has emerged with little empirical integration, consequentially failing to provide a cumulative knowledge base to guide future research and practice. A critical scholarly need is to take stock of existing studies and integrate conflicting findings across studies to establish a generalized understanding of the antecedents of nonprofit advocacy engagement.
The present study employs meta-analytic technique to synthesize the organizational antecedents of nonprofit involvement in policy advocacy. Through analyzing 559 effect sizes extracted from 46 existing quantitative studies, we systematically review 17 drivers of nonprofit advocacy engagement identified by existing studies and estimate their respective net generalized effect across studies. The meta-analysis indicates age, faith-based status, formalization, commercial income, revenue diversification, constituent communication, and interorganizational competition seem to have little effect on a nonprofit's level of advocacy engagement. In contrast, size, professionalization, board support, constituent involvement, knowledge about laws, government funding, private donations, foundation funding, collaboration, and negative policy environment are significant organizational antecedents of nonprofit advocacy engagement. Among these antecedents, board support and knowledge about laws are leading factors. Nonprofit managers could leverage these organizational attributes in the daily operations to streamline advocacy efforts and boost advocacy involvement. Overall, we contribute to the literature by quantitatively assessing the net generalized effect of each organizational antecedent of nonprofit advocacy engagement identified by existing studies.
We begin the remainder of this article with a brief description of policy advocacy activities performed by nonprofits and current research on nonprofit advocacy engagement. Then, we detail the meta-analysis method, including literature search and data analysis strategies. Next, we present the findings on the average effect size for each organizational antecedent of nonprofit advocacy engagement. The study concludes with a discussion of findings, implications, and limitations that may inspire future research.
Literature Review
The nonprofit sector has a long history of promoting civic actions and democratic representation.
As part of this tradition, nonprofits participate in the policy process to engage with government agencies to shape public policy. Advocacy, as Jenkins (1987, p. 297) described, can be considered as "any attempt to influence the decisions of any institutional elite on behalf of a collective interest."
Building on Jenkins' broad definition, Pekkanen and Smith (2014a, p. 3) defined policy advocacy as "the attempt to influence public policy, either directly or indirectly." Nonprofits may work directly with policy makers within government systems, lobbying legislative bodies and joining government task forces; they may also exert influence indirectly by shaping public opinion through public education and voter mobilization (e.g., Boris & Mosher-Williams, 1998; Guo & Saxton, 2010; LeRoux, 2007; Mosley, 2011; Reid, 1999) . Through these policy activities, nonprofits help empower citizens, inform policy makers of important public needs, bring the voices of marginal populations into the policy process, and propose policy solutions on behalf of constituencies. Policy advocacy has therefore been widely considered a defining feature of the nonprofit sector (e.g., Almog-Bar & Schmid, 2014; Frumkin, 2002; Reid, 1999 Reid, , 2006 Salamon, 2002) .
Despite its merits, recent survey data generally find nonprofits' actual commitment to and participation in policy advocacy vary dramatically (e.g., Bass et al., 2007; Berry, 2003; Child & Grønbjerg, 2007; Mosley, 2010a; Pekkanen & Smith, 2014b; Suárez & Hwang, 2008) . For most public charities, policy advocacy is a peripheral activity beyond their core service delivery mission.
Therefore, there must be reasons why some nonprofits actively engage in policy advocacy. In the past decade nonprofit participation in policy advocacy has attracted considerable scholarly attention.
Drawing on a diverse set of theoretical frameworks such as agency theory, resource dependence theroy, and resource mobilization theory, previous research has examined a wide range of factors, such as organizational mission, formalization, professionalization, government funding, commercial income, revenue diversification, organizational location, and constituent characteristics, that influence nonprofit decisions to participate in advocacy activities (e.g., Child & Grønbjerg, 2007; Garrow & Hasenfeld, 2014; Guo & Saxton, 2014; LeRoux, 2009; Mosley, 2010a; Nicholson-Crotty, 2011; Pekkanen & Smith, 2014b; Salamon & Geller, 2008) . Our knowledge has thus been greatly advanced from various theoretical lenses.
Despite the growing number of studies, there is little empirical consensus in the literature as to what drives nonprofits to participate in policy advocacy and to what extent. For example, some studies show a negative effect of government funding, arguing that nonprofits would not bite the hands that feed them and undermine funding continuity and tax status (e.g., Bloodgood & Tremblay-Boire, 2017; Nicholson-Crotty, 2011; Suárez & Hwang, 2008) ; other studies show a positive effect, suggesting that government funding could motivate nonprofit recipients to actively participate in the policy process to maintain funding stream and provide policy feedback (e.g., Chaves et al., 2004; Mosley, 2010a; Pekkanen & Smith, 2014b) . Similarly, some studies argue formalization and professionalization push nonprofits to focus on internal operation and organizational maintenance, crowding out attention to external policy dynamics (e.g., Alexander et al., 1999; Hasenfeld & Garrow, 2012; Hwang & Powell, 2009 ), but others suggest their impact on advocacy participation might be trivial (e.g., LeRoux & Goerdel, 2009; Mosley, 2010a; NicholsonCrotty, 2009 ). Other discrepancies in nonprofit advocacy engagement literature have also been well documented (Almog-Bar & Schmid, 2014; Grønbjerg & Prakash, 2017; Neumayr et al., 2015) .
These competing findings, although they shed light on our understanding of nonprofits' complex decisions to engage in policy advocacy, constitute a significant intellectual gap to forming a consistent knowledge base to inform future research and practice. Given that the research question has been examined extensively by previous studies, further advancement of our understanding of nonprofit advocacy engagement calls for a systematic review and quantitative integration across existing studies.
Methods
The large body of literature on the antecedents of nonprofit advocacy engagement provides a rich context for meta-analysis. Meta-analysis refers to "the statistical analysis of a large collection of analysis results from individual studies for the purpose of integrating the findings" (Glass, 1976, p. 3). As a quantitative research synthesis technique, meta-analysis has been widely recognized as a research tool to aggregate existing knowledge on a specific research topic with an aim for scientific generalizations (e.g., Ringquist, 2013; Schmidt & Hunter, 2015) . In this way, meta-analysis allows us to systematically review existing studies, take stock of their quantitative findings, and integrate them to establish a cumulative knowledge of the antecedents of nonprofit advocacy engagement.
Literature Search
The meta-analysis started with a literature search to select existing studies on nonprofit advocacy participation, using four complementary strategies to promote the coverage of the search (Reed & Baxter, 2009 ancestor search to examine the references of the studies identified in the first two steps. Fourth, we conducted a descendant search in Google Scholar to identify later studies that cite those identified by the previous search strategies. 4 We iterated the third and fourth steps until no new relevant studies could be identified. The entire literature search was concluded on February 3, 2017. In most cases, we manually reviewed the abstracts of all the relevant studies. If an article's eligibility for inclusion was unclear from its abstract, we performed a full-text review to determine whether the study meets our criteria.
Inclusion Criteria
A relevant study has to meet the following criteria for inclusion in the present meta-analysis:
(1) the study quantitatively explores the relationship between one or more of the antecedents and nonprofit involvement in policy activities, (2) the nonprofits under study are public charities whose core function is not policy engagement, 5 (3) the dependent variable advocacy engagement is measured as the extent to which a nonprofit engages with government agencies to influence public policy, (4) the focal predictors are organizational and contextual factors that shape nonprofits' decisions to engage in policy advocacy, and (5) the study provides enough statistical information to calculate the effects of focal predictors. After detailed screening, we included 46 original studies for the meta-analysis, representing a wide variety of year durations, nonprofit types, countries, and policy fields, which enhances the external validity of the meta-analysis (see Appendix 1) . 6 While we cannot guarantee the inclusion of all relevant extant studies, we are confident that we have identified a systematic sample to explore the question of our interest.
Coding and Analysis Procedures
Effect sizes from these accepted studies were coded and calculated. Effect size, the standardized association between an organizational antecedent and a nonprofit's level of advocacy engagement, is the central metric in the meta-analysis. Given that the majority of identified studies employ regression analysis, we employed a correlation-based effect size (Pearson's r) to represent the organizational antecedent-advocacy engagement relationship in original studies. When calculating correlation-based effect sizes from original studies, we employed the strategies suggested by Borenstein (2009 ), Fleiss and Berlin (2009 ), and Ringquist (2013 : (1) When original studies report odds ratios (e.g., Child & Grønbjerg, 2007; Mosley, 2010a) , odds-based effect sizes were first calculated and then converted into r -based effect sizes; (2) When original studies only report parameter estimates and indicate their statistical significance levels using asterisks (e.g., Salamon, 2002; Zhang & Guo, 2012) , t-scores or z-scores were estimated as the values at the symbol levels and then converted into correlation-based effect sizes. In this situation, the effect sizes represent lower bound estimates; (3) When original studies only report the parameters of interest that are not statistically significant (e.g., Suárez, 2009; Guo & Saxton, 2010) , the effect sizes were set as 0. In this situation, the effect sizes again represent lower bound estimates; (4) When original studies report multiple effect sizes based on multiple independent samples (e.g., Chaves et al., 2004; Pekkanen & Smith, 2014b) , all relevant effect sizes from each sample were coded; 7 (5) When original studies report more than one effect size for a single relationship due to multiple model specifications (e.g., Mosley, 2010a; Neumayr et al., 2015) , only effect sizes from full models were extracted. Finally, we drew 559 effect sizes for 17 predictors from 46 original studies. 8 Measures of variables included in our meta-analysis are summarized in Table 1 .
[ Table 1 Here]
Before combining effect sizes from individual studies to form average effect sizes, a number of adjustments on individual effect sizes were conducted. First, individual effect sizes were corrected for measurement errors associated with both dependent and predictor variables based on reliability coefficients reported in original studies (Schmidt & Hunter, 2015) . When measurement reliability is not reported, measurement error was corrected using a more conservative .8 reliability estimate on all effect sizes, following existing practice (Aguinis, Dalton, Bosco, Pierce, & Dalton, 2011; Dalton, Daily, Ellstrand, & Johnson, 1998) . Second, all the Pearson's r correlations were transformed into Fisher's z correlations to correct the bias associated with Pearson's r. This transformation helps normalize effect sizes to correct the skewed distribution of Pearson's r, which allows us to estimate average effect sizes with more accuracy (Borenstein, 2009; Ringquist, 2013) . Third, individual effect sizes were corrected for sampling errors. Individual effect sizes were weighted by an estimate of the inverse of their variance (n -3, where n is the sample size of each study) to give greater weight to more precise estimates. In this way, effect sizes from larger-sample studies are weighted more heavily, since such studies tend to produce estimators that are closer to the population (Ringquist, 2013; Shadish & Haddock, 2009 ).
In combing individual effect sizes to estimate an average effect size, we need to choose between fixed-effect and random-effect models. First, Hedge's Q test was performed to test the null hypothesis that the variation among the effect sizes could be accounted for by sampling error alone.
A statistically significant Q indicates a heterogeneous distribution of effect sizes. Second, we calculated the I 2 statistic to further gauge the proportion of the variability in effect sizes that cannot be attributed to sampling error. When the two statistics indicate a high level of effect size variability, a random-effect model was performed (Ringquist, 2013; Schmidt & Hunter, 2015) . After that, we estimated an average effect size for each organizational antecedent.
[ Table 2 Here] Table 2 reports the summary statistics for each bivariate relationship in our study. For all predictors, random-effects models were adopted in the integration of effect sizes across studies because of their high degrees of heterogeneity. Given that Fisher's z is not readily interpretable, average effect sizes were calculated in Fisher's z and then converted back to Pearson's r for reporting and interpretation (Borenstein, 2009; Ringquist, 2013) . We also performed z tests (two-tailed) to check whether average effect sizes are significantly different from zero, to assess the significance of the effects.
Results

Organizational Characteristics
We first examined the effects of two basic organizational characteristics, size and age, which are the proxies used repeatedly by scholars to represent organizational capability and resource availability. In most cases, since policy advocacy is beyond charitable nonprofits' core function, nonprofits need to mobilize extra resources to enable advocacy efforts (McCarthy & Zald, 1977) . In this line of reasoning, larger and older organizations are believed to possess more resources and capability to commit to policy advocacy. However, established organizations are also likely to get used to existing institutional arrangements and regulations and thus become less interested in policy changes (Nicholson-Crotty, 2007) . In our meta-analysis, organizational size has a significant positive association with a nonprofit's level of engagement in policy advocacy (k = 115, r = .053, p < .01).
However, organizational age seems not to change the extent of a nonprofit's involvement in policy advocacy, since its relationship with advocacy engagement, while positive, is not statistically significant (k = 68, r = .005, p > .1).
Some literature discusses whether a nonprofit's faith-based status would affect its attachment to policy advocacy (e.g., Child & Grønbjerg, 2007; Fyall & Allard, 2017; LeRoux, 2009 ). Indeed, faith-based nonprofits are playing a growing role in providing charitable and government-funded services in recent decades (Bielefeld & Cleveland, 2013) . However, compared with secular organizations, their likelihood of policy engagement is less clear. Some studies find faith-based nonprofits less likely to engage in policy advocacy to maintain separation from the political arena (Donaldson, 2007; Fyall & Allard, 2017; Kearns, Park, & Yankoski, 2005) , while others argue there is actually no significant difference between faith-based and secular organizations (Child & Grønbjerg, 2007; LeRoux, 2009 LeRoux, , 2011 . Our analysis finds a negative but statistically insignificant association between a nonprofit's faith-based status and its level of advocacy engagement (k = 10, r = -.029, p > .1). There seems no significant difference between faith-based and secular organizations on advocacy participation, ceteris paribus.
Formalization represents how greatly an organization is governed by formal structural components such as hierarchical authority and formal rules and procedures. Theoretically, formalization could influence nonprofit advocacy engagement in two contrasting ways. It can streamline advocacy engagement by helping establish detailed rules and procedures for advocacy activities, coordinate advocacy efforts among organizational members, and incorporate advocacy workflow into organizational routines (Berry, 2003; LeRoux & Goerdel, 2009 ). However, it can also undermine nonprofit advocacy due to its emphasis on organizational maintenance and weak response to external constituency needs for social changes (Cain, 1993; Piven & Cloward, 1979) .
Our result indicates the association between formalization and advocacy engagement is positive but not statistically significant (k = 16, r = .052, p > .1). The effect of formalization on advocacy engagement decision thus seems limited.
Professionalization describes the growing use of professionals with specialized expertise rather than volunteers in organizational staffing and operations (Hwang & Powell, 2009 ). The impact of professionalization on advocacy engagement is also two-fold. On one hand, professional employees would regulate themselves by a set of established professional norms and ideology, responding to social problems with less attention to structural socioeconomic-political considerations (McKnight, 1995; Piven & Cloward, 1979) . Professionalization would thereby blur nonprofits' civic character and push them toward client-oriented service delivery (Cain, 1993; Hwang & Powell, 2009 ). On the other hand, employees with professional training are more likely to understand political and policy processes and possess the skills and tactics to participate in shaping public policy (Berry, 2003; Boris & Maronick, 2012; Mosley, 2010a) . The present analysis aggregates the effect sizes across existing studies and finds a significant and positive association between professionalization and level of advocacy participation (k = 34, r = .130, p < .01). It seems that the positive effect of professionalization dominates its relationship with advocacy engagement. Nonprofits relying more heavily on professional workforce and expertise in their operations would generally report higher level of advocacy participation.
Organizational Governance
In nonprofit governance, boards of governance usually play a steering function, setting strategic direction and overseeing organizational operation. Although advocacy activities by charitable nonprofits are mostly performed by executive directors (Mosley, 2010a) , boards of governance still directly influence advocacy engagement decisions. Salamon and Geller (2005) showed that about half the organizations surveyed reported their boards' high or significant involvement in advocacy efforts. Boards' attitude toward policy advocacy should thus be a predictor of the level of a nonprofit's participation in policy advocacy (Graauw, 2008; Salamon & Geller, 2008) . The meta-analysis underscores the importance of boards in nonprofit advocacy engagement decision making, showing a significant and positive association between board support and a nonprofit's level of advocacy engagement (k = 9, r = .346, p < .01). Nonprofits with greater endorsement from their boards are more likely to be heavily involved in policy advocacy activities.
The linkage between constituent representation in nonprofit governance and nonprofit advocacy efforts has attracted growing scholarly attention (e.g., Guo & Saxton, 2010; LeRoux, 2009; Lu, 2015; Pekkanen & Smith, 2014b) . Nonprofits are expected to be accountable to their constituencies by representing and serving their interests. Nonprofits therefore generally establish representative structures to ensure that their constituents' voices are brought into organizational governance (Guo & Musso, 2007 (Brown, 2002; Guo & Saxton, 2010) . However, the meta-analysis only partially supports this argument. After combining nine effect sizes, we find a positive but insignificant association between constituent communication and level of advocacy engagement (k = 9, r = .070, p > .1). The connection between constituent communication and advocacy engagement therefore seems less robust.
Constituent involvement suggests the imperative of constituents' direct involvement in a nonprofit's overall decision making. Constituent participation in organizational governance might shape nonprofit advocacy decisions more forcefully, because constituents can directly bring community and societal concerns to nonprofits' governance agendas and promote nonprofit participation in policy activities to address those concerns (Guo & Saxton, 2010; LeRoux, 2009; Pekkanen & Smith, 2014b) . Constituent involvement could also enable nonprofits to leverage constituents' knowledge and expertise, facilitating nonprofit advocacy engagement (Donaldson, 2008) . The present research strongly supports this line of reasoning. The meta-analysis aggregated the effect sizes and observed a significant and positive relationship between constituent involvement and level of advocacy engagement (k = 30, r = .221, p < .01). In sum, constituent involvement seems to have a more influential effect on driving nonprofit advocacy engagement than constituent communication.
The relationship between nonprofit leaders' knowledge about laws and regulations on nonprofit advocacy activities and their advocacy engagement has also been examined (e.g., Graauw, 2008; Mellinger, 2014; Salamon & Geller, 2008) . Evidence suggests that public charities in the United
States are generally not well informed on whether and how much they can participate in policy advocacy, largely because the complex laws and government regulations on nonprofit advocacy confuse nonprofit leaders and make them hesitant about their advocacy participation (Bass et al., 2007; Berry, 2003; Reid, 2006) . Our analysis points to a significant and positive association between a nonprofit's knowledge about laws and regulations and its level of participation in policy advocacy (k = 17, r = .312, p < .01). The more nonprofit leaders know about laws and government regulations on nonprofit advocacy, the less concerned they are about the negative consequences of their advocacy activities and the more they participate in policy advocacy.
Revenue Streams
We also examined the effects of revenue sources on nonprofit advocacy engagement. The Government funding could slightly promote a nonprofit's level of advocacy engagement.
The impacts of other nonprofit revenue sources are also ambiguous. Foundations are paying growing attention to social justice philanthropy and giving more consideration to social change and impact in their grant making, but they restrict recipients' direct use of grants for advocacy activities (Bass et al., 2007; MacIndoe, 2014; Suárez, 2012) . The effect of private donations is unclear, largely dependent on nonprofits' donor base since nonprofits are generally careful with their advocacy efforts, not to offend donors' preferences (Geller & Salamon, 2009; LeRoux, 2009 ). Earned revenues from commercial activities could bring financial autonomy to nonprofits, allowing them to participate in policy activities without constraints from funders. However, commercialization and marketization might lead to mission drift, which blurs nonprofits' civic and political identity (Alexander et al., 1999; Fyall & Allard, 2017) . Our meta-analysis integrates the findings on the effects of these three revenue sources respectively. Foundation funding and private donations each has a significant and positive association with level of advocacy engagement, with an average effect size of .093 (k = 15, p < .01) for foundation funding, and an average effect size of .064 (k = 19, p < .01) for private donations. Commercial income also has a positive effect on advocacy engagement, but this relationship is not statistically significant (k = 27, r = .004, p > .1). Overall, foundation grants and private contributions could be significant drivers of nonprofit engagement in policy advocacy, while the effect of commercial income seems relatively trivial.
Nonprofits are always advised to diversify their revenue sources to enhance financial stability and health (Froelich, 1999) . The impact of revenue diversification on advocacy engagement has been examined by nonprofit scholars (e.g., MacIndoe, 2014; Neumayr et al., 2015; Suárez, 2009 ).
Arguably, most revenue sources come with expectations and restrictions on how funds could be used, implying a loss of independence for recipients. In this way, organizations relying on diverse sources would enjoy a higher degree of autonomy and thus are more likely to participate in policy activities. Bass et al.'s (2007) national study of U.S. charities urges nonprofits to diversify revenue sources to increase policy participation. However, managing multiple revenue sources simultaneously requires substantial efforts which might further crowd out nonprofit response to external policy activities. Both MacIndoe (2014) and Neumayr et al. (2015) suggest that revenue diversification might not have strong impact on nonprofit advocacy engagement. Our results concur with their findings, indicating that revenue diversification seems less relevant to a nonprofit's extent of advocacy engagement, since the average effect size across extant studies is not statistically significant (k = 9, r = -.047, p > .1).
External Environment
In recent years, most nonprofits have experienced significant within-sector and cross-sector competition in the acquisition of common organizational resources (Frumkin, 2002; Seaman et al., 2014) . This competitive context has implications for advocacy practices. With more competitors, nonprofits might engage in policy advocacy strategically, as a boundary-spanning activity to gain advantageous positions in their resource environments (Suárez & Hwang, 2008) . However, various competition landscapes in the resource environment might also crowd out nonprofit attention to broader policy issues. Competition for resources would therefore undermine nonprofit participation in policy advocacy (LeRoux & Goerdel, 2009; MacIndoe, 2014 Many nonprofits employ interorganizational collaboration to get access to external resources, develop institutional linkages, and buffer environmental uncertainty (Guo & Acar, 2005; Sowa, 2009 ). Involvement in interorganizational collaborations such as service coordination, client referral, and program development brings a number of implications for advocacy engagement (LeRoux & Goerdel, 2009; Li, Tang, Lo, 2017; Mosley, 2010a; Salamon & Geller, 2008) . First, collaborations can play an information role, exposing nonprofits to external opportunities and threats and informing nonprofits' policy agendas. Second, collaborations help nonprofits moderate external pressures and stabilize resource environment, leaving them resources to address broader social concerns. Third, networking with external stakeholders allows member organizations to pool individual resources, enhancing collective legitimacy and jointly addressing public concerns. Our analysis supports these explanations. After combining the effect sizes across studies, we observe a significant and positive association between collaboration and level of advocacy engagement (k = 22, r = .232, p < .01).
Nonprofits involved in more interorganizational collaborations seem to participate in policy advocacy more.
Nonprofits sometimes have to confront unfavorable changes in policy environment such as negative regulations, funding decline, and program cuts. Scholars have studied whether negative policy environment would drive nonprofit advocacy efforts (e.g., Graauw, 2008; Fyall & Allard, 2017; Mosley, 2010a; Nicholson-Crotty, 2007) . On one hand, negative policy environment might strengthen nonprofits' motivations to resort to advocacy as a coping strategy to manipulate the environment.
Nonprofits are thus more likely to reach out to decision makers to discuss the impact of negative policy environment on their constituencies and propose policy changes (Jenkins, 1987; NicholsonCrotty, 2007; Salamon & Geller, 2008) . However, nonprofits operating in a negative policy environment may also take a defensive strategy to focus more on internal organizational maintenance and reduce their attention to external environmental hostilities (Lu, 2015; Miles, 1982) .
Our result indicates a significant and positive association between negative policy environment and level of advocacy engagement (k = 30, r = .085, p < .01). Nonprofits facing negative changes in their policy environments are expected to report higher level of participation in policy advocacy.
Discussion and Conclusion
The nonprofit sector adds values to democratic governance in various ways. As an important mediating structure between the state and citizens (Berger & Neuhaus, 1977) , nonprofits act as a social change agent to represent their constituencies in policy arenas, speak for disadvantaged populations, and promote social justice. As Reid (2006, p. 349) described, "nonprofits would anchor representative government in the values and interests of the citizenry." However, despite the merits of policy advocacy, the level of advocacy activities performed by individual nonprofits varies significantly. In recent years, considerable research on nonprofit advocacy has examined the factors affecting nonprofit involvement in the policy process for advocacy purposes, contributing a wide range of predictors. However, due to the lack of empirical integration across studies, our knowledge on that regard remains inconsistent and inconclusive as to whether and how these factors drive nonprofit advocacy engagement, resulting in difficulty in forming a coherent knowledge base for future research and practice. It is this intellectual gap that served as motivation for our study.
To advance the understanding of the organizational antecedents of nonprofit advocacy engagement, we implemented a meta-analysis to systematically review existing studies and aggregate The present research adds several theoretical and practical implications to the literature.
First, we provide an empirical integration of the extant empirical evidence and offer a cumulative knowledge on the predictors of nonprofit advocacy engagement across studies. To date the overwhelming emphasis in advocacy engagement research has been on theory testing and variable identification rather than on integration across disparate research findings. Our results consolidate these empirical findings in advocacy engagement research and provide empirical generalizations of mostly examined variables in the literature. In particular, we identify the significant drivers of advocacy engagement and estimate the direction and magnitude of their generalized effects across studies. In this way, our meta-analysis extends the literature by bridging the divergences in the literature and offering a more systematic synthesis of previous findings. The results thus should lay the foundation for further explorations of advocacy behaviors and effectiveness.
Second, through estimating the average effect sizes for all the organizational antecedents of advocacy engagement, we are able to compare the relative importance of each driver. Among the significant drivers of advocacy engagement, board support (r = .346) and knowledge about laws (r = .312) are leading factors, since their average effect sizes can be categorized as medium-level effects (Cohen, 1988) . 9 Indeed, nonprofit boards set strategic directions for their organizations and thus their commitment to advocacy matters would deeply shape nonprofits' extent of involvement in policy activities. Again, nonprofits' better understanding of tax laws and government regulations would substantially reduce the confusion and fear attached to advocacy activities, making nonprofits more comfortable about their participation in policy matters.
In addition, the findings have practical implications for nonprofits to strengthen their advocacy participation. Indeed, nonprofits in recent decades are operating in a turbulent policy and resource environment, forcing them to pay more attention to organizational maintenance and simultaneously discouraging them from fulfilling traditional advocacy functions (Alexander et al., 1999; Hasenfeld & Garrow, 2012; Lu, 2015) . We identify ten organizational factors that would significantly facilitate advocacy engagement. Nonprofit managers thus could leverage these organizational attributes in the daily operations to streamline their advocacy efforts and boost their advocacy involvement. In particular, we highlight the stronger roles of board support and knowledge about laws among those factors. Nonprofit managers should routinely correspond with board members about their advocacy strategies to ensure their advocacy programs are informed and supported by the board. Nonprofits might also engage board members directly in advocacy practice to leverage their knowledge and expertise (Donaldson, 2008) . Additionally, misunderstandings about relevant laws and government regulations on nonprofit advocacy constitute a significant barrier for advocacy efforts. In most cases, nonprofit leaders' knowledge in this regard is seriously deficient (Bass et al., 2007) . A thorough examination of these laws and regulations is therefore recommended.
The present research is inevitably subject to several limitations, which might inform future studies. First, meta-analysis is not well positioned to delve into causality, since it examines associations between variables. Therefore, our findings concerning the effects of organizational factors should be best understood as correlative rather than causal relationships. Second, the organizational antecedents included in the analysis are limited to those examined in a sufficient number of primary studies and for which enough effect sizes could be extracted. These organizational factors therefore only represent the most commonly studied drivers, rather than an exhaustive list. There are other predictors that warrant further research attention, such as organizational mission and political environment. Third, our findings are with different levels of statistical power because the sample size (i.e., number of effect sizes) for each predictor available in the existing literature differs. Fourth, we only calculated an average correlation for each pair of organizational antecedent -advocacy engagement relationship without simultaneously controlling for possible correlations between these antecedents, because the statistical information available in existing studies did not allow for a more nuanced multivariate meta-analysis (Cheung, 2015) .
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Finally, we focus on the level of advocacy engagement in the present analysis, without examining the purpose of such engagement (i.e., promoting organizational benefits versus advancing social 22 benefits) (Garrow & Hasenfeld, 2014; Lu, 2015) . Whether organizational antecedents of advocacy engagement differ by advocacy purposes might be an interesting question.
In a review of recent literature on nonprofit advocacy, Almog-Bar and Schmid (2014, p. 28) observed "there is still a need to seek innovative explanations that can provide new perspectives on existing knowledge." In this research, we systematically review and estimate the effects of the most widely examined organizational antecedents of advocacy engagement across existing studies. We
have not yet reached a complete understanding of advocacy engagement determinants, but the present study moves us one-step closer.
Endnotes:
1. Nonprofit organizations in this study refer to public charitable organizations whose core activity is service delivery (e.g., 501(c)(3) organizations in the United States), rather than advocacy organizations whose primary function is policy or political engagement. We focus on charitable nonprofits not only because their policy advocacy has received most scholarly attention in recent years, but because their motivation to participate in advocacy activities differs from that of advocacy organizations (Almog-Bar & Schmid, 2014; Andrews & Edwards, 2004; Mosley, 2010b 4. Google Scholar provides a comprehensive coverage of scholarly literature in a variety of publishing formats such as journal articles, books, book chapters, working papers, conference papers, and dissertations. The reliance on Google Scholar in the descendant search allows us to reach a diverse set of studies.
5. When original studies include a mix of different types of nonprofits but indicate that the majority of the nonprofits under study are public charities (e.g., Child & Grønbjerg, 2007; Pekkanen & Smith, 2014b) , we included these studies in the analysis.
6. The inclusion of both U.S. and non-U.S. nonprofits in the analysis may arouse the "apples and oranges" concern. After all, nonprofits in different countries might confront unique policy and cultural environments, which shapes their interactions with government (Salamon & Anheier, 1998) . Existing studies on advocacy participation are dominated by studies on U.S. nonprofits:
among 46 quantitative studies included in the analysis, 38 studies examine U.S. nonprofits and 8 studies examine non-U.S. nonprofits (see Appendix 1 for more information). We meta-analyzed the studies on U.S. nonprofits only and all the findings (results available upon request) are consistent with the ones in Table 2 , despite slight numerical differences. In this way, including non-U.S. nonprofits into the analysis seems not to change our findings, but to increase their external validity.
7. The goal of drawing multiple effect sizes from one original study, instead of averaging these effect sizes to estimate one study-level effect size, is to retain within-study variation information (e.g., effect sizes representing different policy fields) (Ringquist, 2013) . Although this coding strategy might arouse the concern for statistical independence among effect sizes in the metaanalysis, existing statistical evidence so far has indicated that the lack of independence in metaanalysis has no significant adverse effect (Bijmolt & Pieters, 2001; Schmidt & Hunter, 2015) . We thus followed existing evidence in deciding to code multiple effect sizes.
8. Following existing practice (e.g., Geyskens et al., 2009; Kirca et al., 2012) , predictors with fewer than five effect sizes were excluded, because small number of effect sizes could bias average effect size.
9. According to Cohen's (1988) analysis thus seem to be consistent with this practice. Indeed, organizational behaviors are complicatedly driven by multiple factors at multiple levels, with each factor only accounting for a small part of a big picture. In this way, the effect sizes estimated in the manuscript should be better interpreted in a relative sense.
10. For a multivariate meta-analysis, we have to also calculate the relationships between all the antecedents proposed by existing studies in order for the correlation matrix analysis. However, existing studies generally do not provide this information. As a result, our findings might be slightly biased. Donaldson, 2007; Guo & Saxton, 2010; LeRoux & Goerdel, 2009 Promotion of positions on policy issues (0, 1)
Child & Grønbjerg, 2007; MacIndoe, 2014; Mosley, 2010a Proportion of total expenditure on advocacy (%) Guo & Saxton, 2010; NicholsonCrotty, 2011; Zhang & Guo, 2012 
FOCAL PREDICTORS
Organizational Characteristics
Size Organizational revenue or expenditure (amount) Neumayr et al., 2015; NicholsonCrotty, 2011; Suárez & Hwang, 2008 Number of full-time staff (amount) Child & Grønbjerg, 2007; Donaldson, 2007; Guo & Saxton, 2010 Age Time since the receipt of nonprofit status (year) Buffardi et al., 2014; Chaves et al., 2004; Donaldson, 2007 Faith-based Faith-based status (0, 1) Donaldson, 2007; Fyall & Allard, 2017; LeRoux, 2007; Formalization Level of governance by formal structural components such as hierarchical authority, formal rules and procedures, disciplined chains of command, etc. (scale) LeRoux & Goerdel, 2009; Mellinger, 2014; Mosley, 2010a Professionalization Level of using professionals in organizational operations and service provision (scale) Mosley, 2010a; Pekkanen & Smith, 2014b; Salamon, 2002 Organizational Governance Board Support Level of support from the board on advocacy participation (scale) Graauw, 2008; Salamon & Geller, 2008 Constituent Communication Level of communicating with constituents about organizational decision making (scale) Berry, 2003; Guo & Saxton, 2010; Pekkanen & Smith, 2014b Constituent Involvement Level of involving constituents in organizational decision making (scale) Chaves et al., 2004; LeRoux, 2009; Pekkanen & Smith, 2014b Knowledge about Laws Level of knowledge about laws and regulations related to nonprofit advocacy (scale) Graauw, 2008; Mellinger, 2014; Salamon & Geller, 2008 Revenue Streams Government Funding Proportion of total revenue from government contracts and grants (%) Guo & Saxton, 2010; LeRoux & Goerdel, 2009; Mosley, 2010a Receipt of government contracts and grants (0, 1) (2) * significant at .1; ** significant at .05; *** significant at .01.
